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To  the  Committee  on  Cities: 

The  Finance  Commission  has  carefully  examined  the  report 
of  Dr.  Anthony  G.  Adlnolfl  relative  to  the iestabllshment  of  a  new  ' 
department  to  coordinate,  plan  and  construct  all  public  facilities 
for  the  City.  We  herewith  submit  our  comments  on  It.  \  UjL 

We  find  the  proposal  to  contain  two  basic  strengths. 
First,  It  Is  sound  to  the  extent  that  It  recognizes  the  concept 
of  a  central  control  and  supervision  over  the  various  aspects  of 
construction  and  maintenance  of  buildings,  and  such  elements  as 
specifications,  standards,  contract  performance,  and  other  related 
aspects  of  building  and  property  administration.  Indeed,  the 
Finance  Commission  in  November,  1964,  published  a  report  which 
spelled  out  in  detail  a  proposal  for  centralizing  control  and 
supervision  over  the  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation  of 
all  municipal  buildings,  excepting  school  buildings.  That  report, 
the  result  of  a  survey  by  Charles  M.  Evans  Associates,  was  never 
acted  upon  by  the  City. 
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Secondly,  we  approve  the  principle  of  putting  all  such 
building  activities  in  the  hands  of  a  department  that  will  be 
responsible  to  one  elected  body,  the  City's  mayor.  This  means 
that  responsibility  for  the  planning  and  carrying  out  of  capital 
facilities  can  be  pinpointed. 

However,  the  proposal  in  its  legislative  form  does,  in  our 
opinion,  exhibits  certain  basic  weaknesses. 

Section  1  of  the  legislative  proposal  simply  says:   "The  Mayor 
may  remove  amy  Public  Facilities  Commissioner  at  any  time  by  filing 
a  written  statement  to  such  effect  with  the  City  Clerk." 

This  is  in  contrast  with  the  Charter  provision  (Chapter 
486  of  1909,  Sec.  l4)  that  such  written  statement  shall  set  forth 
"in  detail  the  specific  reasons  for  such  removal."  Section  11  of 
the  proposed  legislation  makes  it  clear  that  the  Charter  provision 
shall  not  apply. 

It  is  apparent  then  that  the  Mayor  does  not  have  to  give 
any  specific  reasons  for  removing  a  Public  Pacllltles  Commissioner. 
This  is  a  questionable  procedure.   In  any  removal  procedure  both 
the  person  removed  and  the  public  has  a  right  to  know  the  specific 
reasons  for  such  removal  (as  the  City  Charter  provides). 

Section  2  provides  that  all  the  personnel  in  the  proposed  department 
will  be  exempt  from  the  provisions  of  Civil  Service  Laws  except  in 
the  case  of  personnel  transferred  to  the  new  Public  Facilities 
Department.   This  would  even  reach  down  the  line  to  Include  mainte- 
nance and  custodial  personnel  (See  Chapter  3,  Section  g),  lonless 
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such  personnel  were  transferees.  This  exemption  from  Civil  Service 
regulations  is  a  weakness;  it  results  in  a  lack  of  continuity  of 
personnel  and  establishes  an  undesirable  precedent. 

Section  3-a  gives  the  Public  Facilities  Department  the  exclusive 
authority  to  report  to  the  Mayor  the  kind  of  services  by  all  de- 
partments which  the  City  should  provide  and  the  kind  of  facilities 
and  equipment  needed.  This  goes, beyond  the  matter  of  structures 
and  facilities  and  appears  to  usurp  the  municipal  budget  and  the 
Administrative  Services  Board  functions  and  to  supersede  the  de- 
partment head  in  determining  the  level  of  service  in  any  department. 

Sections  3-c  and  4-b  give  the  Public  Facilities  Department,  and 
particularly  the  Director  of  that  Department ^  the  sole  pov/er  of 
selection  of  all  building  sites,  including  school  sites.  The 
Finance  Commission  feels  that  the  selection  of  a  school  site  should 
involve  the  approval  of  the  School  Superintendent,  but  allow  the 
Public  Facilities  Department  to  operate  freely  in  providing  much- 
needed  sites.  The  Superintendent  would  have  to  have  specific,  valid 
objections  to  reject  a  site  offered.  School  sites  do  involve 
special  considerations  for  which  the  Superintendent  of  Schools  is 
responsible.  Compliance  with  the  State's  Imbalance  Law  presents 
a  difficulty  in  site  selection,  and  this  is  a  School  Committee 
responsibility. 

Section  3-d  gives  the  Public  Facilities  Department  control  over 
construction,  alterations  and  remodeling  of  school  buildings.  This 
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cuts  into  educational  planning.  The  School  Committee  or  School 
Superintendent  should  have  the  approval  of  plans  to  construct,  re- 
construct, alter,  and  remodel  school  buildings. 

In  the  matter  of  school  design,  \inder  the  proposal,  only 
comments  by  the  Superintendent  of  Schools  are  required j  he  has  no 
power  of  approval.  This  would  be  a  step  backward  in  the  educational 
process.  By   failing  to  lodge  approval  of  school  plans  and  design 
in  the  Superintendent  of  Schools,  all  the  benefits  of  educational 
planning,  which  is  the  very  heart  of  teaching  today  and  which  must 
be  done  londer  the  guidance  of  educators  would  be  nullified.  This 
is  wholly  apart  from  the  question  of  invasion  of  school  Jurisdiction 
and  responsibility. 

Sections  h-h   and  c.  Same  comment  as  for  Section  3-d. 

Section  4-d  exempts  all  mxmicipal  structures  from  the  provisions 
of  the  building,  fire,  health,  and  zoning  laws.  Although  the  State 
Safety  Law  of  Chapter  l43  of  the  General  Laws  will  still  be  appli- 
cable, it  is  unfortunate  to  exempt  school  buildings  and  other 
structures  from  the  advantages  and  controls  of  these  other  regu- 
lations and  codes  involving  health  and  safety  which  vjould  afford 
additional  controls  over  and  above  the  State  Public  Safety  Law. 

Section  5.  Same  comment  as  for  Section  3-d. 

Section  11.  See  comment  on  Section  1. 
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Section  12.  The  proposed  legislation  amends  certain  Charter  pro- 
visions, viz..  Sections  31 >  31A  and  31B  of  Chapter  436  of  the  Acts 
of  1909.  Section  31  places  the  acquisition  of  land  in  the  hands 
of  the  Public  Pacilities  Commlssionj  Section  3IA  places  the  transfer 
of  land  in  that  Commission. 

Section  3IB  gives  the  Mayor  and  the  Public  Pacilities  Com- 
mission complete  authority  over  the  disposition  of  any  and  all 
city-owned  land.  The  Public  Facilities  Commission  may  sell,  lease 
or  convey  any  parcel  of  land  (except  park  land)  to  any  person  or 
firm  for  any  price  the  Public  Facilities  Commission  deems  appropri- 
ate. 

This  control  over  the  disposition  of  city  property,  without 
let  or  hindrance,  is  unprecedented  and  potentially  dangerous.  Some 
safeguards  should  attend  this  absolute  authority.  Certainly,  the 
basic  requirements  of  notice  in  newspapers  and  public  hearing 
should  be  established ^  as  a  minimum,  to  be  observed  in  the  case  of 
any  proposed  disposition  of  land. 

Section  15  guarantees  the  transfer  of  present  School  Buildings 
employees  to  a  similar  position  under  the  School  Maintenance 
Engineer,  but  there  appears  to  be  a  lack  of  a  clear  guarantee  of 
continuity  in  the  case  of  employees  of  other  departments  affected 
by  the  operation  of  the  Public  Pacilities  Commission. 

Although  Section  2  provides  Civil  Service  protection  for 
those  who  may  be  transferred  to  the  new  Public  Facilities  Department 
as  that  department  assumes  control  over  various  facilities  and 
buildings,  we  find  no  assurance  in  the  proposal  that  those  now 
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employed  in  the  maintenance  or  operation  of  various  public  buildings 
and  facilities  will  in  fact  be  so  transferred  to  the  new  Public 
Facilities  Department. 

If  it  is  the  intention  to  so  transfer  present  employees, 
this  should  be  spelled  out. 

Another  apparent  inconsistency  here  is  the  proposed  transfer 
of  the  force  of  building  specialists  and  deputies  presently  in  the 
School  Buildings  Department  to  the  School  Department,  even  though 
the  scope  of  the  latter  Department  in  the  matter  of  school  buildings 
will  be  limited  to  minor  repairs. 

The  present  School  Buildings  Department  includes  an 

architectural  division,  civil  engineering  division,  heating  and 

ventilating  division,  electrical  division,  plumbing  division,  and 

roofing  division.  It  is  difficult  to  reconcile  the  technical 

competence  of  approximately  30  specialists  in  phases  of  building 

construction  with  the  level  of  minor  repairs.  The  level  of  their 
competence  suggests  absorption  by  the  Public  Facilities  Department. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Finance  Commission,  therefore,  respectfully  suggests 
that  the  several  sections  involved  be  revised  to  reflect  the 
objections  raised. 

While  admitting  the  desirability  of  certain  features  of 
this  proposal,  notably  centralized  control  over  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  buildings,  the  Finance  Commission  feels  that 
this  legislative  proposal  should  be  approached  with  caution. 
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The  new  sweeping  concept  of  miinlcipal  administration  entailed 
represents  such  a  break  with  established  patterns  and  miinlclpal 
institutions  that  it  can  not  be  accepted  lightly. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

George  E.  Berkley,  Chairman, 

Roger  J.  Abizaid,  M.D., 

Joseph  P.  McNamara, 

Abraham  Monse in,  Esq., 

THE  FINANCE  COMMISSION. 


Thomas  J.  Murphy 
Executive  Secretary 
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